considerations. The few scholars who have concerned themselves with the strategies of historical discourse have mostly focused on the organization of the narrated, for example on the various types of story-line used by the historian to make sense of things. They have contended that "emplotment" is one of the essential aspects of the historical undertaking, and that story-telling constitutes a type of knowledge, a mode of comprehension as valid as (if distinct from) the deductive or statistical models of the exact sciences.' However, as evidenced in several collections of articles recently published in France, Germany and the United States, this kind of research has hardly touched questions relating to the very act of narrating.' Furthermore, the same research has mainly centered on works written in the nineteenth century, or even earlier. Given the changes which have occurred in historiography during the last fifty years, it seemed worthwhile to examine a text which was more recent and which appeared to be representative of present historical writing. Indeed, Carnival in Romans can be regarded as combining the two types of inquiry currently prevailing in French historiography: the structural analysis advocated by the first and second generations of the Annales School (insofar as it contains a lengthy synchronic description of phenomena related to the longue duree), and narrative history, or at least that type of history characterized by what has been called "the revival of narrative" or "the return of (to) the event," since the central part of the work consists of the telling of a story: that of the carnival mentioned in the title.' Of course. I do not claim that Carnival in Romans should be considered as the epitome of present historical writing, nor that questions related to the reporting of events are necessarily relevant when we examine how this research is conducted. After all, an enormous number of texts (books, articles, discussions, etc.) are bracketed under the label "history," and each of them presents its own problems. Structural history, for that matter, has a weak narrative component, and it would presumably not be as productive to As there were analepses in Carnival, there are also prolepses, two types of them to be specific. Most are of the internal kind, which is to say that they foretell something which will be told again in the story, or at least which will take place within the temporal framework of the same story. So, from the first pages, the narrator indicates that the conflict will be class-related ( "The carnival in Romans will not contradict this 'cleavage' between the orders," p. 19 ), and he forecasts the conclusion of the carnival as well as the fate of individual characters: namely, the failure of the popular movements ("These divergences between town and country . . . will weaken the third estate during the final crushing of the revolt in 1580," p. 80), and the upcoming bloodbath: a certain family "will count one dead" (p. 179), the butcher Geoffroy Fleur "will be hanged" (p. 186), in March of 1580 "1,500 to 1,800 villagers will be put to the sword" (p. 226), etc. Furthermore, there are a few external prolepses, that is, futures pointing to something that happened after 1580 and the end of the story proper. For instance, speaking about the behavior of juvenile delinquents in Romans, the narrator states that the "following centuries will reduce these brutal attitudes, without abolishing them" (p. 249); he announces that the "military pride of the commoners will some day claim war as not being the exclusive monopoly of the nobility," "will give breath and heart to Murat, Hoche, and Kleber," and "will take east thousands of French peasants," who "will follow an emperor to Moscow" (p. 384).
These prolepses fulfill various functions. In the first place, they generate dramatic interest. In a book which is long and not overly determine when events will be presented on the historical "scene" (p. 60), as well as how they will be arranged in a "plot" which will "build up" and finally be "resolved" (p. 196 May, 1968 , demonstrations which were different in character depending on whether they were staged by students or workers (p. 333). At times, the parallels may also apply to individual characters. The story of Colas, who went from being a delegate of the third estate to a leader of the nobility, is linked with that of other men whose political path was similarly erratic ("I think of Jacques Doriot. Gustave Herve, Marcel Deat," p. 108). Textually similar to the prolepses analyzed earlier, these associations are signs of the retrospective standpoint of the narrator: a narrator who knows the whole history as he knew the whole story, and fully assumes ("I think of . .") his privileged position. In addition to pointing to the "I," the parallels also contribute to the intelligibility of the work. For the lesser-known (Romans) is given meaning by connection with the better-known, in this instance with the French revolutionary tradition, or some would say, because of the mandatory references (Commune, May 68), with the French revolutionary mythology. It is not always easy to define the narrator's attitude toward these generalizing propositions. On the one hand, he is not entirely committed to their validity. He cannot seriously present them as major premises in a deductive argument, and he would probably not claim that he who sows the wind will always reap the whirlwind or that people can only fight well against what they have renounced. These bits of popular wisdom and common knowledge are offered tongue-incheek, and their piesence in scholarly discourse constitutes an aspect of the humor of Carnival. The same statements, however, are not made so ironically as to be ludicrous; they mean what they say, and their use implies the belief that they convey some truth. They could be subsumed under the category of the "guarded generalization," that is, of the proposition that includes, implicitly or explicitly ("Mulattos are sometimes . . ."), a modifier such as "often," "usually," or "typically." For that matter, as Scriven has suggested, many historical explanations are grounded in similar truisms. 23 To write, for example, that Louis XIV became unpopular because taxes were too high involves an underlying generalization such as "people do not like taxes" or "people do not like high taxes": an assertion which tells nothing new but presumably something true, and which is based on a reasonable knowledge of human behavior. These truisms usually remain implicit in scholarly discourse, insofar as they are regarded as too trivial, or too dull, to be worth mentioning. One of the arresting aspects of Carnival is that it expressly offers explanations ofthis kind, yet does so playfully, from a slight distance: a move that enables Le Roy Ladurie to pay homage to popular imagination, while proposing-indirectly and somewhat mischievously-a reflection on the nature of historical explanations.
The last sign of the commenting "I" to be examined here is also the most conspicuous. It consists of the utterances traceable to what Barthes calls the "emotional person" of the historian ("Discours de l'histoire," p. 69), that is, of an aspect of the person that most researchers in the social and exact sciences have been trying to conceal or suppress. The narrator, in these passages, no longer accounts for the facts he has just reported: he evaluates them in terms of good or bad, renounces all pretense to objectivity (or, in Flaubertian terms, impassibility), and freely communicates his likes and dislikes. Before considering the many facets of this involvement, it must be briefly noted that the very choice of Romans is justified by a personal preference: as he states in the first paragraph, Le Roy Ladurie is fond of the town, the province, and their inhabitants. Of course, it helps that archives should be "overabundant" (p. 10). But the initial decision to write about Romans is ascribed to a certain "pleasure" in being there (p. 10), that is, to a factor (the researcher's enjoyment) which usually remains unstated and is not automatically associated with scholarship. Le Roy Ladurie's affection is immediately perceptible in a grammatical device common in a certain type of fiction: the casual use of the possessive adjective "our" to specify places and people ("Our hero . . ."), so as to involve the reader in an assumed shared familiarity with them. The narrator speaks frequently of "our town-(pp. 10, 13, 124, 229, etc.), "our province" (p. 62), or "our Dauphine" (p. 104), but also of "our peasants" (p. 18), "our revolt" (p. 17) , and "our carnival" (p. 37). He even uses the expression "chez nous" (literally: at home) to designate the area, a phrase which can be understood in two ways, both idiosyncratic: either as a reference to "the place where I and you reader will live for some time," or to "the place where I and they (the townspeople) are living right now." The second interpretation is more in accord with idiomatic tradition, but it implies, since Le Roy Ladurie cannot claim to be from Romans, some transfer from emotional to physical closeness-a transfer that locates the historian at the very place that will be the object of the investigation, and makes the site of research, ideally, into the home of the researcher.
Although Le Roy Ladurie appreciates Romans, he does not care equally for all its groups and inhabitants. Providing a black and white picture of what happened in the town, he praises the third estate, whose performance leaves him "astounded and admiring" (p. 367); and he condemns the Romans establishment, in particular its leader, Judge Guerin. The latter is immediately presented as "inescapable" and "irremovable" (p. 32), an assessment which becomes harsher and harsher as the book proceeds: he is "the evil genius of the ruling class" (p. 129), a character "from a detective novel" ("un personnage de serie noire" p. 129), a "specialist of low blows" (p. 274), a "Tartuffe" (pp. 153, 241) and finally, a "Machiavelli" (p. 277), who has plotted from the start to use the carnival to crush the lower classes. Furthermore, the narrator comments negatively on Guerin's account of the events: he speaks of "malicious exaggeration" (p. 126), of "laughable" or "ridiculous" expressions (p. 248), charges the judge with "inventing" certain statements attributed to people (p. 251), and intersperses literal quotations from Guerin's text with brackets displaying a disapproving "sic" (p. 247). Le Roy Ladurie thus goes much beyond the usual criticism of the document. Guerin's testimonial is discredited, and it is compared very unfavorably with the other main' report on the events related to the carnival: the narrative written by the notary Piemond, a narrative which is deemed to be both "intimate" and "disinterested" (p. 251).
Indirectly, authorial judgments are also expressed by means of punctuation. For the narrator makes extensive use of two signs which, in serious discourse, are ordinarily reserved to the editorial: suspension points and exclamation marks. Both signs function rhetorically like the explicit evaluations which have just been mentioned insofar as they provide a negative comment on the behavior of the ruling class both during and after the 1580 carnival. Suspension points, in this regard, refer to a latent appraisal: the narrator could add something to the report of the facts, but he elects not to do so because conclusions are obvious and could be drawn by the reader himself. For instance, a general taxation of the nobility did not take place earlier than 1639 "and even 1789 . . ." ( =very late, p. 72); a member of the establishment who was sentenced to death after carnival "did not do too badly . . . he was amnestied" ( =thanks to his rank, p. 298); and the blood of many old bourgeois families in Romans "turned blue slowly, surreptitiously . . ." ( =these families, because of their financial means, were ennobled, obtaining in the process both prestige and the much wanted tax-exempt status of the nobility, p. 365). As for exclamation marks, they are signs of the emotional "I," of its reactions to the report of some deed. They indicate that there is something peculiar (usually something to be indignant about) in the statement they close, and they amount to a "how + adjective" that would briefly comment on what has just been reported. For example, a tax perceptor who was appointed for one year is still in charge "six years later!" (how unlawful! p. 33); during the meetings of the three estates, the nobility has "the absolute majority!" (how unfair! p. 60); and the egalitarian tendencies of some lawyer did not keep him from being "ennobled ten years later, in 1605!" (how hypocritical! p. 364). Suspension points and exclamation marks noticeably alter the nature of the utterance, inasmuch as they turn it from an "assertion of" into a "reaction to." One can, as a test, substitute periods in the preceding examples and then measure the difference. True, the change does not totally erase the presence of the emotional subject, but it unquestionably tones it down and brings these utterances closer to statements of what merely "is ." 24 No historical text, of course, comes without a partisan dimension. As the most impersonal piece of history is traceable to an "1," the most balanced can be shown to originate in some ideological position-the ideal of objectivity being one of them. In this respect, what appears so uncommon in Carnival is the explicitness and the intensity of the partisanship. Most historians would have most likely been satisfied with letting the facts "speak for themselves," that is, they would have presented these facts in such a way as to program their reception. To use an old dichotomy from literary criticism, they would have "shown" Guerin's villainy and the third estate's merits without feeling compelled to "tell" them. Le Roy Ladurie, however, seems eager to settle his accounts in a way that cannot lend itself to any kind of ambiguity; and he makes no effort to dampen the fervor of his enthusiasms or to lessen the violence of his condemnations. Although the reception of the book has been generally favorable, this the "I" in Carnival can be regarded as an aspect of a new rhetoric of truth, a rhetoric that is common to most texts of the New History, even though it is doubtless more prominent in Le Roy Ladurie's second manner than in any other work. In positivist writing, the disappearance of the speaker was like a guarantee of the purported objectivity of truth. In Le Roy Ladurie, the overt presence of the same speaker functions as a sign of an epistemological change; it refers to a radical relativism, to the belief that research is an activity which is always directed and grounded in a researcher. In other words, what Le Roy Ladurie seems to be saying is that he does not want to go on pretending: pretending that documents are objective givens and that the historical text constitutes their mere projection or continuation; that the same text can unfold itself, "naturally," without someone doing the unfolding; and that the scholarly endeavor can be devoid of personal involvement. The strategies displayed in Carnival are thus the textual equivalents of what linguists (Austin) or poeticians (Genette) have been saying about the nature of any utterance, sociologists (Habermas) about the nature of any research, and philosophers (Danto) about the nature of historical research specifically." In Le Roy Ladurie's practice, the historical text is no longer the mode of reporting "reality" in a way that would be transparent and non-problematic. It is thought of as a construct, and presented as such.
Finally, beyond methodological and epistemological concerns, one should while examining Carnival allow for a certain pleasure which would be provided by the very act of writing: pleasure in moving away from the discursive constraints which were imposed on historians by positivism, and later by structuralism; pleasure in making comments, in drawing parallels, and in quoting from popular wisdom; pleasure in taking sides, in telling stories with heroes and villains; pleasure, in a word, in answering decisively and forcefully the question I asked at the beginning-a question every writer has to answer, the one with which Butor, recalling what might have been the point of the story, concludes his novel Degres: "Who is speaking?"
